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Summary

This paper sets out the results of the 2010 Untations Economic Commission
for Europe (UNECE) Questionnaire Survey on BusiriRegisters (BR) with focus on the
Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia (EECtwWge Southeast European (SSE)
countries: Albania, Bosnia & Herzegovina and SerfQianada, the United States, Brazil,
Chile, Israel, Japan and New Zealand. The papepaogs collected information with the
previous questionnaire survey from 2008. Moreovee paper attempts to identify
achievements in the establishment of well-functignstatistical BR and upgrading their
utility.

The views expressed in this document are fully sbest with the vision of the
High-Level Group for Strategic Directions in BusiseArchitecture in Statistics, endorsed
by the Conference of European Statisticians at5#8 Plenary Session in June 2011
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Introduction

1. This paper sets out the results of the 2010edniNations Economic Commission
for Europe (UNECE) Questionnaire Survey on BusiriRegisters (BR) with focus on the
Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia (EECtW#ge Southeast European (SSE)
countries: Albania, Bosnia & Herzegovina and SerBianada, the United States, Brazil,
Chile, Israel, Japan and New Zealand. The papepaos collected information with the
previous questionnaire survey from 2008. Moreovee paper attempts to identify
achievements in the establishment of well-functignstatistical BR and upgrading their
utility.

2. The UNECE has been collecting data and infoilgnatin BR every two years since

1998. The form of the questionnaire is based orEtihvestat questionnaire model. The form
has been modified substantially in 2000 and sorthdu changes were introduced in 2004
and 2008. This makes comparisons over time somepriohiematic or in some cases not
feasible. A new ISIC/NACE classification was rekegsin 2008. This further hinders

comparison of economic activity between countries.

3. The 2010 UNECE survey replies were received frd@n countries: Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, KyrgyzstRepublic of Moldova, Russia
Federation, Tajikistan, Ukraine, Albania, BosniaH&rzegovina, Serbia, Canada, United
States, Brazil, Chile, Israel, Japan and New Zehl&ncountries did not respond to the
guestionnaire or did not provide data referringht®e international standard: Turkmenistan,
Uzbekistan, Montenegro, Australia, Mexico and Sdinea.

4. The results of UNECE’s 2010 questionnaire surweye presented in Tallinn in
September 2010 at the"2Viesbaden Group on Business Registers.

5. In general, it is important to note that the m@nance and use of BR adopted across
countries are diverse. The diversity is due to mber of factors such as existence (or lack)
of legislation conductive to statistical BR devetmgnt, inadequate institutional support for
regional (or sub-regional) harmonization, differéael of economic development of the
countries, just to name a few. As a consequenaag soformation on statistical units
remains unrecorded and therefore in some caseseatain areas remains in part neglected,
e.g. information on enterprise groups, individuatrepreneurs, farm registers, etc. One can
in this context also point to the lack of interpatlly accepted guidelines or best practices
in line with for instance EU standards.

Sources

6. A variety of sources are used for detectingetkistence of statistical units as well as
changes in their variables. For obtaining informatisources can in principal be divided
into five groups:

* Administrative Sources (tax registers / social siégdata)

» Departmental / Institutional sources (publishedifess accounts, central bank
data, records of chamber commerce or professiossbc#ations, records by
customs and excise authorities and central populaggister)

» Single Administrative Business Register
e Surveys

e Other Sources
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It has to be noted that in other contexts Admiaisie sources also includes Departmental /
Institutional sources and Single Administrativeibass Register.

7. There are significant differences in the useaifrces across countries. One group of
countries tend to rely predominantly on single atstiative Business Register, surveys
and other sources whereas another group of cosnteied to rely predominantly on
administrative sources, surveys and other sources.

8. Especially when it comes to Single AdministratBusiness Register there are big
differences. Most EECCA countries make use of Sifgdiministrative Business Register.
The reason is that legislation requires centralsteggion of business in most of these
countries. Moreover the administrative sources sgeite developed in this area. Armenia
and Kyrgyzstan are however the exceptions. Thegmgmn other sources, and the main
sources in Armenia are Surveys and Other sourcegleSAdministrative Business
Register is not very common in the rest of the ¢aes in the survey. Here only Serbia and
Canada make use of Single Administrative Businesgid®er. The rest of the countries
primarily make use of Administrative Sources, Sysvand Other sources and to a lesser
degree, Departmental / Institutional sources.

9. Administrative Sources are not used very muchth@m EECCA countries, not

because they are not available, but rather beckaggslation does not provide for it.

Obtaining e.g. information from tax authoritiesaien a bilateral negotiation. Bosnia &
Herzegovina, Brazil and Japan also do not maketiseministrative Sources. Japan relies
on Surveys only.

10.  With regard to other sources, fourteen outvednty countries point them out.
However, results should be interpreted with cautibor instance, it appears that some
countries were not able to relate their practicéatoregisters in the form explicitly in the
guestionnaire. Instead of distinguishing betwedfedint types their tax information shows
up under Other Sources.

Chart 1. Sources used for detecting the existence of legal units, enterprises and local units

Administrative sources Depar | / Institutional sources Surveys
]
] 0
% 5 oS 2 5
8 B [’ g o gEx c = £
u £ | ¢ 2 |E8 | g8 | 2 ] g
£ @ > G ° sa 38 L £f E
g H 8 £ 3 x S5 o 3 3 £ 3 ]
o 8 2 T O o [ a = 23 2
£ = 3 =) = 0S| >0 5 £ 2 & g
= | 2|3 g |3 g |82 28 |2, |35, (32,3 Z
T ] 2= 2 238 2 w58 »g =5 <5 |83v|l 8w 2
g s | 52| 5 | 25| E [E2ES| 25| EE | 2 |2E8| 88|
. s | | 5| B%| % | 38| ¢ |358|3z|:g8|z7|¥zi| @il 2
Region/Country s I S o5 @ ] 3 [egd[eE| 32| Gel1823]| &3 S
1 2 3 3 5 6 7 8 +T 11 12 13 14
EECCA
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Tajikistan
Ukraine
SEE
Albania
Bosnia & Herzegovina I |
Serbia
North America
Canada
United States (Census)
Other countries
|Brazil
Chile || |
Israel
Japan
New Zealand
The same
New

Droiied



ECE/CES/GE.42/2011/6

11. Overall there have only been minor changesiénuse of sources since the 2008
guestionnaire. Kazakhstan and Ukraine no longerthiseSingle Administrative Business
Register to obtain information on Enterprises aratdl units. Moreover, the Russian
Federation no longer obtains information from Reedny Customs and Excise authorities,
Serbia no longer makes use of other business tenxadind Israel presently only retains
information on Legal units from VAT. However, nessces have also been taken up. For
instance Ukraine has started using surveys to mltdédrmation on Legal units. Ukraine
has also started using surveys, but stopped usimgieSAdministrative Business Register.
Israel now uses other sources than VAT to colleftirmation on Enterprises.

lll.  Survey results

12.  With a few exceptions there is an overall iaseeof the numbers of Legal units and
Enterprises reported. (Note that in Moldova the bermof Legal units is identical to the
number of Enterprises). Local units though, shadifferent pattern: comparing 2010 with
2008 there was a drop in registered units, pagritpin the case of the Russian Federation
and Tajikistan.

13. A note of caution: the apparent change mightdabated to improved methodology
and coverage or organizational changes rather tbachange in economic activity.
Comparison made with former surveys shows that dataain quite volatile and further
investigation is therefore needed.
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Table 1
Business units by country
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Chart 2. Average number of employed persons per enterprise
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14. On an international level there is debate gaingabout how to define statistical
units and their inclusion in statistical businesgisters. When it comes to enterprise groups
specifically there do not seems to be a practicenohitoring them. Only six countries
provide some information on enterprise groups. &hEECCA countries, Armenia,
Kyrgyzstan and the Russian Federation, provide sowezall information on enterprise
groups, whereas Serbia, Canada and New Zealandidpromore comprehensive
information on enterprise groups.

15. Charts 3 and 4 present the structure of enseprby economic activity,
ISIC/NACE. There has been a change to a new dieatsth from ISIC-2/NACE-1.1 to
ISIC-3/NACE-2. The new classification was releage@@008. Table 2 presents the Nace
categories in the two charts.

Chart 3. Enterprises by NACE Rev.1.1
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16. Inthe 2008 survey, all EECCA countries hadetteped plans for implementation of
the new classification in the BR by 2009 or 2010g8tan Federation, in 2011). Azerbaijan
and Kazakhstan are already using the latest digestsiin. It can be mentioned that some of
the reporting EECCA countries only finalized theansition from CBNE (Classification of
Branches of the National Economy) to the ISIC/NAg&ssification in 2007.
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Table 2

Nace

NACE Rev. 1.1 Nace Rev. 2

A-B Agriculture, hunting and forestry & Fishing A Agriculture, foresty and fishing

C-E Mining and quarrying, Manufacturing & Electricity, gas and B-E Mining and quarrying, Manufacturing, Electrcity, gas, steam
water supply and air conditionina supply & Water supply

F Construction F Construction

G-1 Wholsesale and retail trade, Hotels and restaurants & G-1 Wholesale and retail trade, Transportation and storage &
Transport, storage and communications Accommodation and food service activities

J-K Financial intermediation & Real estate, renting and business ] Information and communication
activities

L-Q Public administration and defence, Education, Health and K Financial and insruance activities

social work, Other community, social and personal service
activities, Activities of private households as employers and
undifferentiated & Extraterritorial organizations and bodies

Real estate activities

Professional, scientific and technical activities & Administrative
and support service activities

Public administration and defence, Education & Human health
and social work activities

Arts, entertainment and recreation, Other service activities,
Activities of households as emplozers & Activities of
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17.  Of the other countries only Serbia, CanadaziBrdapan and New Zealand have
already implemented the new ISIC/NACE classificatidlbania, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
United States, Chile and Israel are still to impdemnthe latest classification or have not
finished the implementation.

18. In the implementation of the latest classifamatit can be expected that double
coding for at least three years is foreseen inmabar of countries.
Chart 4. Enterprises by NACE Rev.2
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19. The most popular economic activity across awestis wholesale and retail trade.
Another activity with a large number of registenedits is manufacturing. In Armenia,
agriculture, hunting and forest are almost notgmesvhich is due the fact that farming falls
outside the scope the register. It is the oppasifegjikistan where agriculture, hunting and
forest makes up a high proportion. Kyrgyzstan reparlarge proportion of statistical units
in other community, social and personal servicevitiets. New Zealand and Israel have
relatively evenly distributed economic activitigscan be noted that Georgia, Serbia and
Japan register some enterprises without ISIC/ NAG#es.
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V.

Closing remarks: Challenges

20.  Overall, the survey shows that there are bifgrdinces between countries when it
comes to legal basis and sources used, and al$leeiroutput the BR produces. The
differences illuminate problems in dealing with there practical side of the matter.

21.  Countries use their business registers forrigtyaof purposes. More countries use
the registers for production of business demograghata than for deriving economic
statistics.

22. Employing international accepted practiceshsag delineation of enterprise groups
might allow statistical institutes to monitor angartant part of economic activities more
efficiently. By now, experience of several courgricconfirms that harmonizing
methodological approaches improves the reliabditg comparability of business registers
and their utility for business and other statistit&oreover, it lightens the burden on
businesses subject to statistical surveys.

23. Initial steps of shifting the emphasis from @pk surveys as a main source of
information for BR to tax and other administratisad commercial registers have been
taken in some countries, but since the latest guthv@ugh much has happened, there is still
a long way to go. There still remains a need fagislation on data-sharing and

confidentiality in order to establish common datanitoring and management systems.
This is needed to achieve better cooperation afanration-sharing amongst various

governmental and municipal institutions. In somerddes there might also be a need for
updating ICT equipment and software as well agaiging of personal.

24. Lastly, and maybe most important, given thevabd might be time to consider
moving towards development of an international guidr best practice combining
experiences from EU and non-EU countries. An irggamal guide will provide a common
standard to align statistics on BR across coun&tiesmoreover provide guidelines on how
to overcome practical difficulties. This was alrgagroposed at the Wiesbaden Group
meeting in September 2010. This proposal from thé&EOE was supported by Eurostat and
some of the participants; Italy and the Netherlands




